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Report on Staffing, December 2016 

People are at the heart of what we do. They teach and support our students, take care of our buildings, 

and help raise and manage the resources we need to offer a world-class liberal arts education. They also 

account for the largest share of spending at the college, with total compensation making up about 60 

cents of every dollar we spend. Because people are so important to what we do, and because they are 

so expensive, we pay careful attention to requests for new positions and to how staff are best deployed 

throughout the college. This report offers a detailed look at how and why staffing has evolved at 

Williams over time.1  

Types of employees 

At Williams we often refer to three types of employee: “faculty”, “administrative”, and “support” staff. 

Faculty are self-explanatory; their primary role is instructional. “Faculty” can, in turn, be split into 

Academic and Athletic faculty. Administrative staff are all other employees who are salaried, while 

support staff are all other employees who are paid on an hourly basis and are thus eligible for overtime 

pay. These last two designations are defined by the Fair Labor Standards Act based on the work 

performed.  

FTE and salary expense by employee type  

This report counts employees on a full-time 

equivalent (FTE) basis. Most, but not all, 

employees work full-time at the college. As of 

this fall, 1,013 people worked full time (i.e., in 

1.0 FTE positions) and 274 worked in less-

than 1.0 FTE positions. The sum of all these 

positions totaled 1,191 FTE.  

Faculty (academic plus athletic) make up 

about 33% of total FTE, administrative staff 

make up 29%, and support staff make up 

38%. 

 

 

  

                                                           
1 For the purposes of this report, the 10 FTE of the Investment Office and their $1.9 million in salary expense will 
be excluded.  Investment Office staff differ from other employees at the college in that their compensation 
depends on and is deducted from investment earnings.  In that way their compensation is akin to an investment 
management fee.  In order to present apples-to-apples trend data that starts at a time before we had an 
Investment Office and ends at a time when we do, we must either impute the cost of investing our endowment 
back then or exclude the cost of managing it now.  Because it is impossible to go back and estimate the implied FTE 
and cost of managing our endowment back then, we have chosen to exclude the FTE and cost now.    
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Employees are compensated in two basic ways: by 

salary and by benefits. Annual salary is the amount of 

money each employee takes home in their paycheck 

before taxes and deductions. Williams expects to pay 

about $90 million in salaries this year.  

Academic faculty, being the highest-paid category of 

employee, will make up about 41% of that $90 

million. Administrative staff will make about 33%, and 

support staff will make up 22%. 

Benefits are all non-salary forms of compensation. 

The largest and most salient benefits are health 

insurance and the TIAA-CREF retirement plan. 

Employees in positions of 0.50 FTE or more are 

eligible for benefits. This report specifically focuses on 

the cost of employee salaries, but it is a relatively 

simple matter to approximate total compensation by 

multiplying salary expense by 1.375.  

Staffing changes over time by type 

How has staffing changed over time? Before answering that question, we must note an important 

limitation of our data. This report will focus on the time period 2003-2016. The starting year of 2003 is 

chosen because it is the first year for which we have consistent data. This is the year in which staffing 

data started being collected and archived in the PeopleSoft information system, and as such, 2003 is a 

“sharp edge,” where one data archival system meets another.  Comparing across this edge is, in some 

cases, an apples-to-oranges exercise. For that reason, this report will limit itself to the period of 2003-

2016.  

One result is that these data exclude several years of perhaps the most rapid faculty growth in recent 

history.  Longtime employees might recall the early 2000s as the years in which faculty hiring was 

ramped up in response to the reduction in faculty course loads, the introduction of the writing-intensive 

and QR course requirements, and the expansion of tutorials.  
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Nevertheless, the thirteen year period from 2003 through 2016 is a sizeable window, and we can learn 

much from looking at changes over that period. We see that academic faculty FTE increased during that 

time by +57 FTE (20%), while all other staff increased +103 FTE (14%). Most of that growth was in 

administrative and athletic staff.  Support staff FTE dipped slightly during the economic downturn (as 

positions went unfilled after attrition), but has returned to approximately the 2003 level, at 453 FTE. 

Over this period of time the ratio of staff 

to faculty has declined slightly but 

maintained a range of 2.7 to 2.4.  Today 

there are roughly 2.5 staff members for 

every academic faculty member. 

Not all of what looks like growth was 

actually due to creating new positions. 

Most importantly, in 2013 we reclassified 

about 22 of our assistant coaches from 

“temporary labor” into regular staff 

positions. This was essentially a change in 

accounting categories, but it makes it look 

as if our athletics staff jumped by +20 FTE. 

In reality, we had always employed those 

very same people in those very same jobs, 

so these positions did not represent a real 

net increase in college staffing. 

Some of the observed growth in 

administrative staff is a lagging response 

to earlier growth in the number of faculty. 

More faculty require more support, in the 

form of help from lab technicians, art 

curators, librarians, departmental 

administrative assistants, and other staff.  

As we grew faculty in the early 2000s, 

more was expected of such support 

positions, resulting in demand for more of 

those positions several years later.  

Another reason for the growth in staff is the changing needs of students over this time period. Williams 

students today have greater need of, and expectations for, support in areas like financial aid, admission, 

academic resources, OCC, and the health center, among others.  We have responded to some of these 

needs by devoting more resources and staff to critical areas of support for our students.  

An additional, but relatively minor, reason for the increase in administrative staff is the 

“exemptification” of support staff positions over time, which causes them to be reclassified as 

administrative.  For example, an employee hired into a support position might grow within the role, and 

really expand the role, into effectively a new position that requires a different type of expertise.  What 

was once a support position is reclassified into an administrative position. Whenever this happens, we 
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count it as a reduction of support staff and an addition to administrative staff—even though in practical 

terms much the same labor is being done, by the same person, and often at the same annual cost. 

Finally, a significant driver of staff growth over the past decade has been the increasingly regulated 

environment of higher education. The federal, state, and local laws governing our work are too 

numerous to list, but range from sweeping federal regulations like FERPA to local ordinances like 

building codes. 

The unglamorous but crucial task of complying with these laws often falls to staff, in numerous offices 

across campus.   Rarely do FTEs have as their entire mandate compliance with a specific law.  Rather, 

compliance is marbled into the job descriptions of scores of staff.  Compliance is taking up a bigger share 

of many employees’ time. For example, ten years ago we did not have a Title IX Coordinator as such. 

Now we must, as must any college that receives federal financial aid dollars. Likewise, Williams did not 

previously have any FTE dedicated to compliance with the Clery Act, but today compliance with that 

complex set of laws requires someone’s dedicated attention. Accreditation is another example of an 

external compliance demand that takes up considerable staff time. 

Examples of this creeping tax on FTE can be found in almost all departments: the Registrar’s office must 

comply with FERPA, the Controller’s office with A-133 audits, the Financial Aid office with Title IV, the 

Facilities staff with OSHA, the Science Center with radiation safety rules.  The list goes on.  It would be 

very hard to quantify the FTE devoted to compliance, but it is non-trivial and has increased over time. 

Our analysis also looked at the trends in 

college expenditures for salaries. Over the 

thirteen years from 2003 to 2016, total 

real salary expense grew from $72.5 

million to $90.0 million (in CPI-adjusted 

2016 dollars). As the chart on the right 

demonstrates, the largest increases were 

in faculty and administrative positions.  

We will spend some time providing 

background for the differential changes 

across these categories.  But first it’s 

helpful to observe that real salaries can 

change for two fundamental reasons: (1) 

existing positions can earn more or less 

real money, and (2) positions can be added or removed from the pool.  

Existing positions can earn more money when faculty or staff members receive raises that are higher 

than inflation. Annual faculty raises have historically been higher than annual staff raises, and both have 

consistently outpaced inflation. Positions can earn less, however, when a faculty or staff member leaves 

and their position is filled by a lower-paid replacement.  As an aside, this is the reason why the faculty 

early retirement plan is financially beneficial to the college: We can usually hire a new assistant 

professor for half the cost of a tenured full professor—a savings that exceeds the one-time cost of the 

financial incentive offered to the departing faculty member.  The same is not generally true, however, of 

staff replacements.  When an electrician in Facilities or a registered nurse at the Health Center retires, 
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we cannot usually hire a new employee, with the same credentials, for half of the retiring individual’s 

ending salary. 

In terms of changes in the positions themselves, each new position results in a net increase in the salary 

budget. But sometimes positions are eliminated, resulting in a net budget decrease. We saw examples 

of this during the economic downturn, when in order to reduce costs we sometimes opted not to refill 

open staff positions. The effect is evident in the post-2008 dip in support staff FTE, and in the slowing 

rate of growth in administrative staff FTE from 2008 to 2011.  

A closer look at staff 

What do the 854 FTE of staff do?  Broadly speaking, staff perform six functions: (1) they support faculty 

(e.g., departmental admins, lab technicians, daycare teachers, librarians, IT support, curators, librarians); 

(2) they support students academically and extracurricularly (e.g., academic resources, security, health 

center, career center, chaplains, student life, Davis Center, admissions, financial aid, coaches); (3) they 

feed students (dining); (4) they house students and maintain and leverage our physical plant (e.g., 

facilities, real estate, conferences); (5) they help raise money and public support for Williams 

(development, communications); and (6) they provide back-office support for everyone already 

accounted for in categories 1-5 (e.g., HR, Controller, Finance, Provost, and President). 

The pie chart below and on the left breaks down staff by area.  The chart on the right then simplifies 

those areas into the six broad functions discussed above.  As the charts show, 85% of our staff FTEs work 

in roles that support faculty or students (including feeding them) or caring for our buildings.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Sim
p

lified
 



 6 

We can also chart how the $53 million in salary we spend each year gets allocated across these 

functions. 79% of the salary pool goes to people supporting faculty and students, or caring for our 

buildings. An additional 13% goes to the people charged with growing and managing our financial 

resources. The remaining 8% goes to people providing support to people in the other categories 

mentioned above.  
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Change in staff over time 

Over the past thirteen years, staff has grown 14%, from 751 FTE to 854 FTE. As shown in the chart 

below, the most active areas of growth include faculty support and student support. 
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Faculty support has gone from 180 to 221 FTE (+23%). One driver of this growth is the creation of +22 

FTE in the childcare center. The childcare center is a faculty recruitment and retention tool: prospective 

faculty want to know they will have convenient and high-quality childcare available if they choose to 

take a job at Williams. Prior to 2008 the college outsourced its daycare needs to local nonprofit 

Childcare of the Berkshires (CCB). In response to faculty dissatisfaction with CCB’s service, Williams 

decided to insource the operation. The addition of 22 college FTE represents our insourcing of all the 

CCB positions, plus the addition of several new roles in an effort to improve quality of service.  

Other leading causes of growth in this “faculty support” category include the addition of departmental 

admins (+3.9), the insourcing of Williams Mystic (+5), and the addition of positions in our libraries (+2.2), 

at WCMA (+3.5), and in the Dean of the Faculty’s office (+1.4). These gains have been partially offset by 

small FTE reductions in the Science Center (-0.9) and OIT (-1.5).  

A second major area of growth is student support, which increased during this period from 149 to 212 

FTE (+42%). Williams added positions in order to meet the increased needs of our changing student 

population. This includes growth in the Health Center (+4.65), the Office of Institutional Diversity and 

Equity and the Davis Center (+6.7), the Office of Student Life (+13.1), Academic Resources (+2.8), and 

Career Counseling (+2.2). Even so, the largest total factor in the numerical increase, is the 

aforementioned reclassification of 22 assistant coaches—a change in labels, not a true increase in 

positions. 

The appendix includes a detailed table of staff FTE by department over time. It is important to note that 

the FTE growth figures presented there (and above) are net. In several departments, positions were 

terminated or transferred to other departments between 2003 and 2016. Those would show up as a loss 

to that department, and, in the case of a transfer, a gain to some other department. For example, the 

2011 creation of the Office of Communications shows up as a +10 FTE for Communications. But few of 

those 10 positions were truly new to the college: we simply brought together professionals who were 

already working in other departments. So, what looks like a loss of a few FTE each from Development 

and the President’s office shows up as an equal and offsetting gain in Communications.  

Likewise, several of the observed additions in student life FTE should be understood against an 

offsetting loss to the Dean’s office. These were positions that we simply transferred from one unit to the 

other. When interpreting the gains and losses, it’s important to keep in mind that a department’s 

observed gain of a staff member does not necessarily mean that the college hired a net new FTE 

position. An internal transfer results in no net gain to the college.  
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Altogether, the net gain to the 

college has been +103 FTE from 

2003-2016. (See the Appendix 

for a detailed breakdown of 

these changes by senior staff 

area.) However, 50 of that FTE is 

the result of reclassifications and 

insourcing—these are people we 

already employed (e.g. assistant 

coaches), or functions we already 

subsidized (the daycare and 

Mystic). If we deduct those from 

the overall gain (by adding them 

to the 2003 base), then we arrive 

at a revised net gain of staff FTE 

of +63 (8.4%) from 2003 to 2016.   
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Staffing levels in comparison to peers 

How does the staffing level at 

Williams compare to those at 

peer institutions? Just as we 

compare faculty per student, 

rather than just the total 

number of faculty, it makes 

sense to think of staff levels in 

terms of observable 

characteristics like students, 

faculty, and buildings. As a 

starting point, we can look at 

how we stack up in terms of 

student-to-staff ratios across 

peers, shown in the chart to 

the right.  

We’d conclude that we have a relatively large staff. However, this ratio approach is rather simplistic 

because staff size naturally varies with more than just student enrollment.  

Let’s assume that a college’s staff has three purposes: to take care of its students, its faculty, and its 

buildings. Any given college’s staff size can be expressed as some function of those three things.  In 

other words, if we know a given college’s enrollment, faculty count, and physical footprint we can, with 

some degree of accuracy, predict the staff FTE of the college.  If we perform this analysis, it suggests that 

Williams has almost exactly the size staff one would expect, given the number of students and faculty, 

and the size of our campus. 

According to this model, some 

peers operate with fewer staff 

than would be predicted, while 

others operate with more staff 

than would be predicted.  

For example, the analysis 

suggests that Trinity College 

operates with ~150 fewer staff 

than one would predict for a 

school of its scale. Meanwhile, 

Middlebury employs about 150 

more staff than one would 

predict.  

This is still, admittedly, a simple 

analysis. There are dozens of 

unobserved variables that help to 

explain staff size. For example, 
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the insourcing (or not) of various operations is important. Middlebury operates a ski area and has a 

number of remote language centers, which partially explains its relatively high staff count. Meanwhile 

the three colleges that look “most efficient” (Trinity, Wesleyan, and Carleton) all outsource their dining 

operations, which gives them the appearance of relative efficiency. 

One relevant insourced operation is campus childcare facilities. Williams operates a daycare with 

approximately 22 FTE. Only one of the colleges to the more-efficient (left-hand) side of Williams in the 

above chart also insources a daycare. If we really wanted to get an apples-to-apples comparison of staff 

levels with Amherst and Swarthmore (for example) we’d need to deduct about 22 FTE of daycare staff 

that Williams employs but our peers do not because they have chosen not to insource a daycare. 
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A closer look at academic faculty  

Having described the 854 staff let us now turn to the 

faculty. Williams currently has 337 academic faculty 

FTE.2  

Faculty by Division 

Williams has three academic divisions: Division I, 

Languages and the Arts; Division II, Social Studies; 

and Division III, Science and Mathematics. Faculty are 

not quite evenly distributed by division. Division 3 has 

90 FTE, while Divisions 1 and 2 each have about a 

third more, at ~123 FTE each.  

 

 

 

 

Total faculty FTE has grown 

by +56 FTE (20%) in thirteen 

years with Division 1 

growing at a slightly faster 

rate than the other 

divisions. 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
2 When we count faculty FTE, we are using the unit of paid FTE. Paid FTE is different than the concept of teaching 
FTE. For example, a faculty member on phased retirement might only teach a half-load yet have a 1.0 pay FTE 
during the phase period.  



 13 

Faculty by department 

The eight largest faculty departments are English, Economics, Art, Math/Stat, History, Psychology, 

Biology, and Political Science. Together these eight departments house over half of our total faculty FTE. 
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Since 2003, the biggest gainers3 of faculty FTE have been the departments of Math/Stat (+8), Africana 

Studies (+5), Comparative Literature (+4.5, largely due to the creation of the Arabic Studies major), and 

Graduate Art and Art (combine to make +6.7). Only one ongoing department has lost more than a 

fractional FTE, and that is the History Department at (-2.2) FTE. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
3 It is important to note that this growth chart simply takes the FTE of 2016 and subtracts the FTE from 2003.  So it 
is subject to over or understatement introduced by anomalies at either end.  For example, in 2016 Math/Stat had 
two Bolins plus 3 full time visitors replacing faculty on leave.  This gives the appearance of ~5 “new” FTE, but those 
FTE are of a temporary nature.  Likewise, a department like Comparative Literature might appear to grow by +4.5 
FTE but that reflects the growth of a new program, in this case Arabic, which is “housed” in CompLit and came into 
being during this time period. 
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Academic Faculty by Type and Rank 

We will now disaggregate the academic faculty into three different types, and then by rank within those 

types. 

Faculty can be either tenure-track (i.e. tenured or eligible for tenure, also known as “ladder” ranks), 

non-tenured instructional (i.e. usually instructors and lecturers, also known as “non-ladder” ranks), or 

visiting. Within these three types, faculty can be further divided by rank. Rank usually corresponds to 

title (e.g. “Associate Professor” or “Lecturer”). 

 

 

  

Academic faculty FTE by type and rank

(Fall of) 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Ladder ranks

Professors 109 117 121 124 131 135 140 148 151 144 143 149 154 159 51

Associate Prof. 41 36 41 40 35 41 46 49 47 58 60 53 45 38 -2

Assistant Prof. 83 78 82 87 77 73 66 57 53 49 48 50 50 54 -29

Subtotal 232 230 243 250 243 249 252 254 251 251 251 252 249 252 20

Non-Ladder

Sr Lecturer 4 5 6 7 6 7 8 8 7 8 8 8 8 9 5

Lecturer 11 9 9 9 10 9 12 14 16 16 17 19 21 21 10

Instructor 3 3 3 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 -1

Subtotal 18 18 18 18 18 19 21 22 24 24 25 28 32 32 15

Visitors

Regular 26 28 27 25 25 27 16 16 24 36 37 37 32 34 9

Special 3 4 4 6 5 5 5 6 4 4 5 5 5 8 5

Pre/Postdoc 2 4 6 7 6 5 6 6 5 6 7 12 13 11 9

Subtotal 31 36 37 37 36 37 27 28 33 46 49 53 50 53 22

Grand Total 280 284 297 306 297 305 301 304 308 321 326 333 331 337 56

Change 

since '03
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Faculty by Type  

Of our 337 academic faculty, about 75% are tenured or in 

tenure-track positions, 15% are visitors, and 10% are in 

non-tenure track but non-visiting positions like lecturers 

and instructors. 

The tenure-track faculty has increased +20 FTE (8%) since 

2003. The other two categories have grown faster, but 

started from much smaller bases: Visitors increased +22 

FTE (73%), and non-tenured instructional faculty 

increased +15 FTE (81%).  

Why do we have visiting faculty, and why have their 

numbers grown? Every year the college hosts an array of 

visiting professors to replace regular faculty on sabbatical 

research leave, medical or parental leave, or in phased 

retirement. Visitors make 

possible the college’s 

sabbatical leave policy, which 

gives permanent faculty 

critically-needed time to stay 

current in their fields. Our 

ability to hire visitors and 

support faculty leaves also 

factors significantly in faculty 

recruitment efforts.  

Visiting professors also enrich 

our curriculum because of their 

ability to offer courses that our 

regular faculty do not typically 

teach. For example, this year 

renowned journalist and author 

Elizabeth Kolbert, our Class of 1966 Visiting Environmental-Fellow-in-Residence, is teaching English 286, 

“Writing about Science and Nature.” And Vincent Maphai, Class of 1955 Visiting Professor of 

International Studies and a distinguished South African scholar, businessman and civil servant, is 

teaching Global Studies 368, “End of Apartheid.”  

Close engagement with faculty from other institutions also gives Williams departments the opportunity 

to explore new curricular directions that they might later choose to pursue on their own. One example is 

Comparative Literature 291, “Humor in Classical Arabic Literature”, taught this year by Kirsten Beck.  

Hosting visiting professors is also a way for Williams to “test drive” new faculty in the classroom. Some 

tenured faculty, including Lois Banta (Biology), Brent Heeringa (Computer Science), and former Provost 

Will Dudley (Philosophy), started their Williams careers as visiting professors. 
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Visiting professors also allow Williams to plan for faculty retirements by “smoothing” the curriculum. For 

example, if a full professor decides to move into a phased retirement, then the college has to hire a 

visitor to teach the other half (or more) of that retiring professor’s courseload until they reach full 

retirement. Doing so gives us time to run a careful and thorough search for the permanent tenure-track 

replacement. But it also temporarily increases our faculty count by +1 visiting FTE with no (or perhaps 

only a partially) offsetting “loss” in the tenured faculty FTE. So, during a period of relatively numerous 

phased retirements (as we are experiencing now, and will for the near future) we expect to see a rise in 

visiting FTE. 

Lastly, we have added to the 

Bolin Fellow program and 

created the C3 Mellon 

Postdoctoral Fellows 

program. The two programs 

have contributed a combined 

+5 FTE in visiting faculty since 

2003. 

Over this same period the 

salary pool for all faculty rose 

from $22.5 to $37 million 

(+64%). Tenured and tenure-

track faculty increased 57%, 

to $30.5 million. Visiting 

faculty salary expenditures 

increased 109%, to $3.5 

million. And non-tenure-track increased 119%, to $3.1 million.  

 

Tenure-track faculty by rank 

Almost two-thirds of our 252 tenure-track faculty FTE 

are full professors. This reflects two things: first, that 

our most senior faculty are getting older (delaying 

retirement beyond traditional retirement age); and, 

second, that the large cohort of early 2000s hires has 

moved through the pipeline and most are now full 

professors.  

Less than one-quarter of tenure-track faculty are 

untenured assistant professors. We expect this 

proportion to change when, as is already starting to 

happen, our most senior faculty begin to retire in 

greater numbers and are replaced at the junior rank. 
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Our proportion of tenured 

professors has been 

increasing as the hiring 

cohorts of the early 2000s 

have come out the other end 

of the tenure pipeline. Today 

we have about 50% more 

full professors than we did in 

2003. However, we are 

starting to see an uptick in 

assistant professors, 

reflecting the new wave of 

hiring to replace those who 

have recently retired. 

Predictably, as faculty move 

up in rank their salaries rise 

with them. Total salary 

dollars to full professors 

have increased 92%, to 

$22.3 million. For associate 

professors the figure has 

increased 27%, to $3.8 

million. Meanwhile, salary 

dollars for assistant 

professors have decreased 

9%, to $4.4 million.  
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Visiting faculty by type 

As mentioned before, visiting faculty have grown as a 

proportion of total faculty.  

Visiting faculty fit into three categories: pre/postdocs, 

special, and regular. 

Visiting pre/postdocs include our Bolin Fellows and 

Mellon C3 Fellows. At the beginning of our period of 

analysis, in 2003, this category comprised just two 

Bolin Fellows. By 2016, we had doubled the Bolin 

program to four Fellows and added several grant-

funded postdoctoral positions, including +3 FTE of 

Mellon C3 Fellows and +2 FTE of other Mellon-funded 

postdocs. 

Special visitors are usually 

visiting faculty with advanced 

rank. Often known on campus as 

“distinguished visitors,” these 

guest faculty usually hold 

endowment- or gift-funded 

positions with names like the 

“Croghan Bicentennial Visiting 

Professor of Biblical Studies,” or 

the “Robert Sterling Clark Visiting 

Professor of Art History.” We 

have considerable discretion as 

to whether we fill these 

positions, depending on our 

curricular needs, 

gift/endowment payout, and our 

ability to find an appropriate and 

interested candidate. In 2003, we had 2.9 FTE of special visitors. This figure had risen to 8 FTE by 2016. 

All other visitors are categorized as “regular.” They include professors filling in for faculty who are on 

sabbatical, medical or parental leave, who are on phased retirement, or who take on temporary 

administrative assignments (like Dean or Provost). These visitors allow us the flexibility to offer 

permanent faculty these options while maintaining a strong and consistent curriculum.  

In 2006 there were 26 FTE of such regular visitors. As of 2016 that number had grown to 34 FTE.  

The increase reflects an increase in faculty on phased retirement (we launched our early faculty 

retirement incentive in 2014) and an increase in the number of faculty serving in temporary 

administrative roles. 
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Over this period of time the 

salary pool for visitors went 

from $1.7 to $3.5 million 

(+109%). Regular visitors 

increased 50%, to $2.0 

million. Special visitors 

increased 300%, to $1.0 

million. And pre/postdocs 

increased 678%, to $486 

thousand.  

 

 

Non-tenure instructional faculty by type 

Non-tenure instructional faculty have titles like 

“lecturer” and “instructor.” 

Williams employs a total of 32.5 FTE of such faculty 

today, with two-thirds holding the title “lecturer.” An 

additional 25% are senior lecturers.  

The largest contingent (7.9 FTE) of lecturers are 

artists-in-residence in the Music, Dance and Theatre 

departments. This is up from 2003, when we had just 

3 FTE of artists-in-residence, all of whom were 

hosted in the music department. 

A new addition to the category this year is 1.0 FTE 

for “associate professors at Mystic.” We took on this 

FTE when we insourced the Mystic 

program. This addition was 

essentially cost-neutral to the 

college because it was simply a 

transfer from a different budget 

line. We had always paid for the 

faculty positions at Mystic, but 

before this year we had paid the 

funds in the form of 

reimbursement to the Seaport for 

their faculty compensation. Now 

we pay it directly, so the FTE 

shows up on our budget. 
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Over the period 2003–

2016 the total salary 

pool for non-tenure 

track faculty grew from 

$1.4 to $3.1 million 

(+119%). Pay for 

lecturers increased 

121%, to $1.9 million. 

And for senior lecturers 

the figure increased 

183%, to $977 thousand.  

 

 

 

Faculty in comparison to peers 

What does all of this mean for 

Williams? Well, Williams has the 

lowest student-to-faculty ratio 

among our liberal-arts college 

peers, at 7.1 students per faculty 

member.  

This is especially notable because 

Amherst, Swarthmore, and 

Pomona are all better-resourced 

than Williams.  Each has a higher 

endowment per student than 

does Williams, which one might 

assume would translate into a 

lower student to faculty ratio.  

Despite this, Williams is 

unsurpassed in providing students 

with intimate classes, led by great faculty.  
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Changes in highly-paid faculty and staff 

Does Williams, as some have suggested, employ more highly-paid faculty and staff than we did 13 years 

ago? To answer that question we need to first define what it means to be highly-paid. For the purposes 

of this analysis, we’ll define as “highly paid” any employee earning more than $160,0004 as a 1.0 base 

salary5 (in 2016 dollars). We can add up the FTE of all employees who earned more than that amount in 

2003 and compare it to the number in 2016. We can also sum and compare the total salary dollars going 

to that group over time. And we can do it separately for both faculty and staff. 

Academic Faculty  

In 2003 there were 27 FTE of highly-paid academic faculty, representing 9.7% of total academic faculty 

FTE and 15.8% of the academic faculty salary pool. In 2016 there were 45 such FTE, who represented 

13.3% of total academic faculty FTE and 21.4% of the academic faculty salary pool. 

Most of the 45 faculty in the 2016 group simply “aged into” the $160K+ income bracket. Much of the 

change reflects a demographic bulge of aging faculty, combined with an increase in the number who 

delayed their retirements beyond the traditional retirement age.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
4 This cutoff is arbitrary. A similar analysis could be done using any other salary cutoff. 
5 1.0 base salaries are the salary an employee would earn if they worked full time (1.0 FTE). This is distinguished 
from an “annual salary” which could differ based on FTE. For example, a part time 0.5 FTE employee could have a 
1.0 base salary of $60,000 but would have an annual salary of $30,000. 

 # faculty 
earning 
> $160K 

# Total 
faculty 

FTE 

% faculty 
FTE 

earning > 
$160K 

2003 27 280 9.7% 

2016 45 337 13.3% 

 $ to 
faculty 

earning > 
$160K 

Total 
faculty 
salary 
pool $  

% faculty 
pool to 
faculty 

earning > 
$160K 

2003 $4.7 $29.5 15.8% 

2016 $7.9 $37.0 21.4% 



 23 

Staff 

In 2003 Williams had 11 FTE of highly-paid staff, representing 1.3% of total staff FTE and 5.7% of the 

staff salary pool. As of 2016 there were 25 FTE in this bracket, representing 2.9% of total staff FTE and 

10.6% of the staff salary pool. 

About 6 specific individuals “aged into” the $160K+ income bracket over this period, having worked here 

the entire time. Other entrants to this highly-paid group have come from new FTE for campaign staff in 

the Development Office, psychological counseling staff in the Health Center, and legal counsel, along 

with a few other, positions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conclusion 

The intent of this report is to provide a detailed picture of the college’s current staffing levels and the 

trends that have gotten us here.  That picture should inform future conversations about how we should 

best deploy personnel to provide a world-class liberal arts education to our students. While there will 

inevitably be differences in the ways people rank staffing priorities, it is crucial that we all start with a 

shared understanding of where we used to be, where we are now, and the reasons for change. In that 

spirit, we hope this report proves a useful input into future discussions about staffing at the college.   

 # staff 
earning 
> $160K 

# Total 
staff 
FTE 

% staff 
FTE 

earning > 
$160K 

2003 11 751 1.5% 

2016 25 854 2.9% 

 $ to staff 
earning > 

$160K 

Total 
staff 

salary 
pool $  

% staff 
pool to 

staff 
earning > 

$160K 

2003 $2.4 $42.9 5.6% 

2016 $5.6 $53.0 10.6% 
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Appendix (detailed tables) 

 

Non-Faculty Staff FTE by Senior Staff Area (reported in historical area)

(Fall of) 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

CCO-Communications

Office of Comm. -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  10    16    16    15    15    15    15              

Subtotal -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  10    16    16    15    15    15    15              

Dean of the College

Academic Resources -  -  -  -  2      3      3      3      3      3      3      3      3      3      3                

Campus Safety 22    22    22    22    22    22    22    22    -  -  -  -  -  -  (22)            

Career Center 8      8      8      11    11    9      9      8      -  -  -  -  -  -  (8)              

Chaplain's Office 3      3      3      3      4      4      4      4      -  -  -  -  -  -  (3)              

Dean's Office 20    13    13    12    8      10    10    10    10    10    11    13    14    15    (6)              

Office of Student Life -  7      8      10    10    9      6      6      -  -  -  -  -  -  -            

Registrar's Office 7      7      7      7      7      7      7      7      7      7      7      6      6      7      0                

Health Services 15    14    14    12    12    12    12    13    -  -  -  -  -  -  (15)            

The Davis Center 5      5      5      4      -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  (5)              

Subtotal 78    77    78    81    75    76    71    71    20    20    20    21    22    24    (54)            

Dean of the Faculty

Academic Dpts & Ctrs 50    55    57    59    59    60    59    59    52    52    51    53    54    54    4                

Athletics 46    46    45    50    49    49    44    44    45    46    66    74    72    74    28              

Dean's Office 7      7      7      7      7      8      8      8      8      8      8      8      8      8      1                

Graduate programs 5      5      5      5      5      5      5      5      5      5      4      4      4      4      (0)              

Mystic -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  5      5      5                

Subtotal 108 113 114 121 120 122 115 115 111 112 130 140 144 146 38              

President

Asst to Pres Office 3      3      3      -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  (3)              

Chapin Library 3      6      6      6      5      5      3      3      -  -  -  -  -  -  (3)              

Office of Comm. 6      7      7      7      7      7      7      8      -  -  -  -  -  -  (6)              

President's House 2      2      3      3      3      3      1      1      1      1      1      -  -  -  (2)              

President's Office 4      4      4      4      4      4      4      4      5      5      5      5      5      5      1                

Subtotal 17    21    22    20    19    19    15    16    7      7      7      5      5      5      (13)            

Provost

Admission Office 18    17    17    18    18    18    18    18    18    18    18    18    19    19    2                

Chapin Library -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  3      3      3      -  -  -  -            

Controller's Office -  -  13    13    14    14    14    14    -  -  -  -  -  -  -            

OIT 43    43    42    42    42    42    41    40    45    40    40    41    41    42    (1)              

Financial Aid 7      7      7      7      7      7      6      6      6      6      6      6      7      7      0                

Provost's Office 6      6      7      7      7      7      7      7      4      4      4      5      5      5      (1)              

Science Center 8      8      9      9      10    9      9      8      7      7      7      7      7      7      (1)              

Trust & Estate Admin -  -  -  -  -  2      2      2      -  -  -  -  -  -  -            

Libraries 38    39    39    39    39    42    39    39    40    40    40    43    43    43    5                

WCMA 26    25    25    25    25    24    23    24    25    25    26    27    29    29    3                

Zilkha Ctr. -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  4      4      4      3      3      3      3                

Subtotal 146 146 159 159 160 164 158 157 150 146 147 150 155 155 9                

Change 

since '03
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VP-Campus Life

Campus Safety -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  22    22    22    22    23    24    24              

Chaplain's Office -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  5      5      4      4      4      4      4                

Conference Office -  -  -  3      3      3      3      3      3      -  -  -  -  -  -            

CLiA -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  6      6      6      6      6                

Dining -  -  -  118 118 118 117 104 103 104 109 109 106 111 111           

Facilities -  -  -  174 173 174 164 156 154 155 -  -  -  -  -            

Human Resources -  -  -  11    11    12    12    12    -  -  -  -  -  -  -            

Office of Student Life -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  6      8      9      10    13    13    13              

Health Services -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  13    14    14    14    18    20    20              

VP-Campus Life Office -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  3      3      3      3      3      3      3                

VP-Operations Office -  -  -  4      5      4      8      8      -  -  -  -  -  -  -            

Children's Center -  -  -  -  -  20    20    20    -  -  -  -  -  -  -            

Zilkha Ctr. -  -  -  -  -  -  2      3      -  -  -  -  -  -  -            

Subtotal -  -  -  310 310 331 324 305 309 310 167 169 174 180 180           

VP-College Relations

Informtn Systems 17    17    17    17    17    16    14    14    12    12    12    12    12    12    (5)              

Alumni Relations 10    10    10    10    10    10    9      9      9      9      11    11    11    12    2                

Alumni/Dev Comm 8      8      6      5      5      5      5      5      -  -  -  -  -  -  (8)              

Career Center -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  8      8      8      8      8      10    10              

Corp & Found Relations -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  3      3      3      3      3                

Development Office 37    36    38    39    39    39    39    39    39    40    40    48    48    47    10              

Trust & Estate Admin -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  2      2                

VP-College Relations Off 2      2      2      2      2      2      2      2      2      2      2      2      2      2      -            

Subtotal 74    72    73    73    73    72    68    68    69    70    76    84    83    87    14              

VP-Finance&Admin

Conference Office 3      3      3      -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  (3)              

Controller's Office 14    13    -  -  -  -  -  -  13    14    16    17    17    17    3                

Dining 0      -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  (0)              

Dining Services 120 120 120 -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  (120)          

Facilities 170 173 174 -  -  -  -  -  -  -  157 165 166 169 (1)              

Human Resources 11    11    11    -  -  -  -  -  12    12    13    14    14    14    3                

Investment Office 5      5      5      -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  (5)              

Real Estate & Auxiliary -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  7      7      7      7      7      6      6                

Trust & Estate Admin -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  2      2      2      2      2      -  -            

VP-Finance & Admin Office -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  10    10    7      3      3      3      3                

VP-Operations Office 4      4      4      -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  (4)              

Children's Center -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  20    20    20    20    21    22    22              

Subtotal 328 328 316 -  -  -  -  -  64    65    222 228 229 230 (98)            

VP-Institutional Diversity

The Davis Center -  -  -  -  4      4      5      5      5      5      5      5      5      5      5                

VP-InstDiv&Equity Office -  -  -  3      6      5      4      5      5      5      5      5      6      6      6                

Subtotal -  -  -  3      10    9      9      10    10    10    10    10    11    11    11              

Grand Total 751 757 761 766 767 792 761 742 749 756 796 823 839 854 103           
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Academic faculty FTE by department
(sorted by declining 2016 FTE)

(Fall of) 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2016 %

2016 cum-

ulative %

Change in 

FTE

English 27 26 29 27 27 28 29 29 28 26 29 31 26 28 8% 8% 1.9

Economics 24 24 26 26 27 26 25 26 23 24 24 24 25 25 7% 16% 1.0

Art 21 22 24 25 21 22 20 20 20 21 20 20 23 23 7% 23% 2.5

Mathematics and Statistics 15 15 17 17 15 16 16 16 16 18 17 17 17 23 7% 29% 8.0

History 21 21 20 22 20 23 22 21 23 23 25 23 21 19 6% 35% -2.2

Psychology 18 17 17 16 16 16 16 16 17 17 18 19 19 18 5% 41% 0.0

Biology 18 16 18 18 19 19 18 19 20 20 19 19 19 17 5% 46% -0.7

Political Science 17 16 19 18 14 16 16 15 15 16 16 18 17 16 5% 51% -0.8

Music 13 11 12 12 12 12 11 11 14 14 14 14 16 15 5% 55% 2.8

Chemistry 13 13 13 14 13 13 14 14 13 13 14 14 15 13 4% 59% 0.1

Philosophy 10 9 10 9 10 9 11 10 8 9 9 9 9 11 3% 62% 0.8

Physics 8 10 8 8 7 9 9 8 9 9 9 9 8 10 3% 65% 2.3

Asian Studies 8 7 8 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 9 9 10 3% 68% 2.0

Computer Science 8 8 8 7 7 7 7 7 8 8 8 9 8 10 3% 71% 2.4

Romance Languages 8 10 10 9 12 9 9 10 10 11 11 10 11 9 3% 74% 1.4

Anthropology and Sociology 7 9 10 9 11 8 8 8 7 9 8 9 9 9 3% 77% 2.0

Geosciences 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 7 7 8 7 7 9 3% 79% 1.8

Theatre 8 8 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 8 7 7 8 2% 82% 0.3

German and Russian 7 8 6 7 8 7 6 7 8 8 7 8 8 8 2% 84% 0.3

Religion 6 6 7 6 6 8 8 8 7 10 9 8 7 8 2% 86% 1.1

Comparative Literature 1 2 2 2 2 5 5 4 4 4 4 3 5 6 2% 88% 4.5

Graduate-Art History 1 1 1 1 2 3 3 4 3 3 4 5 5 5 2% 89% 4.2

Africana Studies 1 2 5 3 5 1 2 5 4 5 7 5 5 1% 91% 5.0

Classics 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 7 6 5 5 1% 92% -0.2

Ctr-Environmental Studies 2 3 2 2 1 2 2 4 3 2 4 6 4 4 1% 94% 1.9

Williams-Mystic 4 3 1% 95% 3.3

Dance 2 2 2 4 3 3 3 3 1% 96% 3.3

Latina/o Studies 1 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 4 5 3 3 1% 96% 3.0

Astronomy 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 1% 97% 0.0

Humanities 2 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 2 3 3 3 3 1% 98% 0.5

American Studies 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 2 1% 99% 1.0

Women, Gender & Sexuality Stdy 2 3 2 3 4 2 1% 99% 1.8

Leadership Studies 1 3 3 1 2 1 3 3 2 2 3 2 0% 99% 1.5

Global Studies 1 0% 100% 1.0

Neuroscience 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0% 100% 0.8

Ctr-Development Economics 1 0% 100% 0.0

History of Science 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0% 100% -1.0

International Studies 1 1 0% 100% 0.0

Legal Studies 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0% 100% 0.0

Linguistics 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 0% 100% -1.0

Williams in New York 0 0 0 0 0% 100% 0.0

Total 280 284 297 306 297 305 301 304 308 321 326 333 331 337 100% 56.3

Proportion of total 

FTE


